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SONGS IN THE NIGHT 
Richard L. Jones 


Elihu, in the book of Job, asked, “Where is God who giveth songs in 
the night?” David, in the 42nd Psalm, answered, “In the night His 
songs shall be with me.” 

The strongest argument of the atheist has to do with the problem 
of human suffering. Epicurus, who lived 342-270 B.C., presented three 
concepts about God and human suffering: 

1. If God wishes to prevent evil and cannot, He is not all 
powerful; 

2. If God can prevent evil and will not, He is not good; 

3. If God has the power and will to eliminate evil, why is 
there evil in the world? 

The fallacy is his belief that no good can be served by God’s 
allowing evil or suffering. 

Everyone will pass through dark valleys sooner or later. All will 
become ill. Some will become permanently ill. It is an illusion that one 
day all diseases will be wiped out. For all of us there will be periods of 
suffering, bereavement, discouragement, danger and difficulty. 

There are those who give up their fidelity in God because they do 
not believe God is fair. They ask, “What have I done to deserve this?” 
“Why are children born retarded? born dead?” “Why is there cancer?” 
“Why me?” 

How will we answer these and similar questions? How will we 
learn to sing songs at night? 

Faith in the sovereignty of God. The world is not being ruled by 
chance but by a God who is in control. Even a sparrow cannot fall 
without His notice. So, he cares about us. Nothing can happen that 
does not concern God. 

Jesus sang in the darkest night of his life on earth. The apostle 
John sang songs of joy and praise while in exile on the island of 
Patmos. At midnight David arose to give thanks to God (Psalm 119:162). 
The apostle Paul said, “When I am weak, then I am strong” (2 Cor. 
12:10). 

Our lives will become stronger and our spirituality deeper when 
we learn to sing at midnight. 
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR 


Dear Editor, 

It was upon the recommendation of Henry M. Morris that I joined 
the CSSHS, and I have never regretted that decision. Vol. XV, No. 1 of 
the Quarterly, for example, has a fine review of Christopher Dawson’s 
classic Religion and the Rise of Western Culture. That there are 
CSSHS contributors who are even aware of such books is gratifying 
enough; to see a fine review of it in the Quarterly is even more than I 
prayed for! God bless you! ' 


With thanks and gratitude, 


Warren F. Forgay 
4465 Springbett Drive 
Red Deer, Alberta 
Canada T4N 3N5 


Dear Editor, 

For the mature Christian the personal benefits of reading “enemy 
reports” reside often in being able to better grasp God’s truth in a “new” 
application. This is an intellectual appetite, probably, and one which is 
not easily sated, certainly not on a daily basis. To go the second mile in 
order to shed light in a clear and reasoned manner on a given subject is 
a great service, and so the CSSH Quarterly serves faithfully in taking 
continual soundings of the deadliest seas for the purpose of casting the 
Lord’s anchor into their deepest waters. 

But of course the Lord Himself is our Anchor! The tumult and 
turmoil of any godless age will necessarily assault the sensibilities of 
God’s children, whose minds are fixed on Him. The popular culture of 
any age will persecute our very souls. No jury of censors, no matter 
how excellent, could avoid or avert this consequence. Popular culture, 
as you say, is everywhere, surrounding us on all sides, like army 
encampments, extensions of Satan. To be given the power to walk in 
light and to live as sons of God in the world; to be armed with God’s 
armor and made ready to stand; to be in the world and not of it, what 
great blessings and honors for God’s peculiar people! 


Mrs. Sue Paar 
10535 Adamsborough 
Houston, TX 77099 
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SECULAR WESTERN 
MINDSET OR BIBLICAL 
FRAMEWORK: 

THE REPRESENTATIVE 
CASE OF ALFRED ADLER 


Paul D. Ackerman and Melanie Aronhalt 


Alfred Adler is a psychologist unknown to most Christians today. 
He is not well known even among students of psychology. Even so, his 
thought is a representative expression of the Western mentality, and 
his ideas are echoed both in contemporary psychology and present day 
Western culture. The degree to which Adler influenced rather than 
anticipated the trends of psychology and society is arguable, but one 
observer, Joseph Wilder, recognizing how most of the observations and 
ideas of Adler had subtly and quietly permeated modern psychological 
thinking, was led to assert, “The proper question is not whether one is 
Adlerian but how much of an Adlerian one is.”! 

The second of six children, Alfred Adler was born in Vienna Austria 
in 1870. At that time Austria was a great cultural center of Europe, 
widely renowned for its music, arts, and sciences. In its grandeur, 
Austria was a paradigmatic expression of Western culture and civiliza- 
tion. Adler’s father was a merchant and able to provide “easy middle- 
class circumstances” for his family.2_ As a child Adler was sickly, 
suffering from rickets and a breathing disorder that became life threat- 
ening during emotional episodes of crying or screaming.* As a result he 
learned to maintain strict emotional control over such outbursts, and 
the breathing problem went away. Adler's personal, self-willed progress 
over and against his many physical infirmities is one of the keys to 
understanding his psychology and view of life, just as Western 
civilization’s technological and scientific progress is a key to under- 
standing the secular Western mindset. Weak and sickly as a child, 
Adler, through striving and determination—as viewed from his van- 
tage-point—became the picture of exuberant health in adulthood. 

In 1935, just two years before his death, Adler emigrated to the 
United States obtaining a professorship in Medical Psychology at the 
Long Island College of Medicine. In the later years of his life he thrived 
on an exhausting schedule of traveling, teaching, lecturing, work at 
clinics and with private patients, and preparation of papers and books 
to be published.’ During a quiet walk on the morning of May 28, 1937 
in the midst of a lecture series at Aberdeen University in Scotland, he 
collapsed and died. 

To understand Adler as a representative case of the secular West- 
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ern mindset we must understand Adler in the CONTEXT of the secular 
Western mindset. Writing on the history of psychology, Hergenhahn 
refers to the secular shift that occurred in the thinking of leading 
philosophers and scientists at the time of the Renaissance—1450-1600. 
With the Renaissance the focus of intellectual thought shifted from 
God to man.* Isaac Newton, for example, certainly retained belief in 
God and the general Christian world view, but Newton’s work repre- 
sented a shift away from the biblical framework in that it was leading 
to a view that although God created and set the universe in motion, 
God was no longer involved in the moment-by-moment sustaining of 
the universe.® Hergenhahn has pointed out that for Western intellec- 
tuals, “after Newton, it was but a short step to removing God alto- 
gether.”’ Whether or not Renaissance man realized it, the removal of 
God from day-to-day involvement in the affairs of human beings led 
inevitably to a radically different view of the nature of human beings 
and human life. With the banishment of God from his creation, “it was 
only a matter of time before humans, would be viewed and analyzed as 
just another machine operating in accordance with Newtonian prin- 
ciples.”* 

The Newtonian, mechanistic view of human life is seen most 
dramatically in behavioristic psychology. Behaviorists, like Watson, 
Hull, and Skinner, denied the existence of human mind and soul while 
studying only behaviors that were directly measurable. Man—male 
and female—was placed on a continuum with other living organisms, 
differing from animals only in complexity. A strict behaviorist view 
clearly contradicts biblical revelation, of course, in its reduction of 
human life to mechanical behaviors.° Other movements in psychology, 
which give place for mind, choice, and power in human life, are more 
subtle than behaviorism in their threat to the biblical view of man. 
Adler’s psychology, as the focus of this study, may seem more compat- 
ible with the biblical framework, but an examination of his thought 
reveals humanistic deviation from biblical teaching. 

Adler began his psychology career as a disciple of Sigmund Freud 
after he wrote a paper defending Freud’s theory of dream interpreta- 
tion. With Freud’s blessing, Adler became president of the Freudian 
“think tank,” the Vienna Psychoanalytic Society, but later resigned, as 
his ideas began to diverge from Freud’s. Specifically Adler rejected 
Freud’s emphasis on biological determinism and sexuality as the cen- 
tral explanatory principle of personality. Instead, Adler believed that 
the driving force of human personality was “striving for superiority,” 
and he founded the school of Individual Psychology to further his point 
of view. Much of Adler’s thought is compatible with a biblical frame- 
work, certainly more so than Freud’s. For instance, Adler held that 
each person is a “unity” and that no single expression can be examined 
without reference to the total personality. Other aspects are blatantly 
contradictory to Scripture, such as his view that people are good in 
nature and thought and that their mistakes in life (sinfulness, the 
Bible would say) can be corrected through therapy rather than Divine 
grace and regeneration through Christ’s gospel. 

The central tenet of Adler’s Individual Psychology, striving for 
superiority, can be best understood as a pantheistic evolution metaphor 
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applied to explain individual personality development. By striving for 
superiority Adler intends to describe the counterpart in mankind of the 
fundamental principle of the force of life pervading the whole universe. 
Striving for superiority is the manifestation in mankind of the unitary 
“force of life principle.” In the early phase of Adler’s career—while he 
was young, striving for superiority was explained in terms emphasiz- 
ing the overcoming of personal weaknesses and shortcomings, but as 
Adler grew older the concept took on a distinct social interest focus."! 
In the end, social interest was viewed by Adler as an essential compo- 
nent of any healthy and rational striving for superiority. 

Adler’s concept of striving for superiority can not be completely 
apprehended apart from understanding it in the context of his own life 
history. Adler, himself, strove for superiority, and in worldly terms was 
victorious. He devoted his professional life to teaching others how to do 
the same thing. Adler struggled successfully to overcome poor health, 
and he strove victoriously in other realms of his life as well. One 
example involves his attempts to learn mathematics.'* As a secondary 
pupil Adler was so poor in mathematics that he had to repeat a grade, 
and his father at the urging of young Alfred’s teacher, contemplated 
taking him out of school. The senior Adler relented, however, and 
allowed his son another chance. Alfred made the best of the opportu- 
nity and “strove for superiority” by studying hard. This striving paid 
off in a memorable incident in Adler’s life. His mathematics teacher 
put a problem on the board which neither he nor the class was able to 
solve. Alfred, however, announced to all present that he could solve the 
problem. Amidst jeers and sarcasm, Alfred strode to the front of the 
room and successfully solved the problem. From that time on he was 
recognized as the best pupil in the class. 

The roots of Adler’s emphasis on striving for superiority can also be 
seen in defeats as well as in personal triumphs and overcoming. Before 
devoting himself to psychology and psychotherapy, he practiced medi- 
cine for a time as a young man. Hertha Orgler reports that at this stage 
of his career Adler had a special interest in incurable diseases. He 
wanted to fight untimely death caused by disease, and had the idea of 
trying to cure cancer by the application of heavy metals.’ Adler’s 
departure from general medicine was precipitated by his inability to 
help diabetic patients. 

The experience of his helplessness when confronted with 
diabetes made a deep impression on him—insulin had not 
yet been discovered—he had to look on powerless and see 
young patients die. This feeling of powerlessness in re- 
gard to death was so strong that he decided to give up 
general practice and specialize in a field of medicine in 
which he could give more help. ... He turned to neurol- 
ogy." 

In Adler's thinking about psychology he also drew from the pre- 
vailing evolutionist mind-set. Many of psychology’s major theorists— 
most notably the experimentalists such as Wundt, Thorndike, Watson, 
Skinner, and Hull—were associated mainly with the rationalist, posi- 
tivist, or materialist wing of evolutionist thought. For others, mainly 
in the arena of personality theory and clinical psychology, we can best 
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understand their theories in the context of the irrationalist, mystic, or 
pantheistic evolutionist tradition. Adler fits into this latter camp. 
Also, along with many psychologists of that period, Lamarck’s concept 
of the inheritance of acquired characteristics was influential. In Adler’s 
words, “Especially since Darwin, Lamarck, and others, it is a matter of 
course to take the evolutionary thought into account. If we go a step 
further here and emphasize more strongly what these ingenious re- 
searchers envisioned, we want to state: To live means to develop.”!® He 
continues, expounding the evolutionist roots of his theory, 

How life came on this earth is an uncertain matter; possi- 

bly we shall never reach a final answer. We could assume 

that there is life even in inanimate matter. ... Such a view 

becomes quite plausible through modern physics which 

shows that the electrons move around the proton. Whether 

this view will be further vindicated we do not know. But it 

is certain that our concept of life as development can no 

longer be doubted. 

We must keep in mind that we are dealing here with 
something primary, something which adhered already to 
primordial life. It is always a matter of overcoming. ... 

This coercion to carry out a better adaptation can never 
end. Herein lies the foundation for our view of the striv- 
ing for superiority.’ (emphasis in original) 

We may contrast Adler’s pantheistic evolutionist-like striving for 
superiority with a biblically based striving within the context of 
Christ’s gospel rest. In Hebrews 4 we learn of a rest for the people of 
God likened to the rest God entered on the 7th day of creation: “He that 
is entered into [God’s] rest ... has ceased from his own works. Let us 
labor therefore to enter into that rest.” The foundational example of 
faith and rest as the basis for action and striving in accord with man’s 
created identity in obedience to God was set by Christ, “I can of mine 
own self do nothing;” and later, “Without me you can do nothing.”'* The 
matter is put succinctly by Paul, “For there is no power but of God: the 
powers that be are ordained of God.”"” 

From Genesis to Revelation the theme of striving in the context of 
faith, rest, and obedience is set forth, and so we can give a qualified 
approval to Adler’s central concept. Scripture does instruct man and 
woman to strive: We are to “strive to enter in at the strait gate” (Luke 
13:24); strive to “overcome evil with good” (Romans 12:21); strive to 
preach the gospel (Romans 15:20); strive in prayer (Romans 15:30); 
strive against sin (Hebrews 12:4); and, most compatibly with Adler’s 
thinking, we are to “strive for masteries ... lawfully” (2 Timothy 2:5). 

In the biblical framework, striving is related to man’s created 
identity. God works and creates, and so does man as created in God’s 
image. Man is also fallen and thus vainly strives for improvement or 
perfection out of, perhaps, a sense of lost identity and “nakedness.” 
Adler’s misconceptions about striving begin with his false view of God. 
Adler’s conception of God is related to his teleological view of life. All 
people strive toward a goal and the most prevalent goal is to be like 
God.” However, the contemplation of a supreme being, or God, is not 
the contemplation of a reality but only man’s “concretation” of the 
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concept of perfection. Other valid goals, besides “being like God” (i.e. 
being perfect), are socialism and social interest (one’s compassion for 
others). 

According to Adler, man strives for perfection not because he is 
fallen and sinful, but because he is by his very nature needy and 
plagued by inferiority feelings. Adler believed that God’s existence 
cannot be proven scientifically, and, therefore, religion lacks logical 
foundation and should not be the central focus in man’s striving for 
superiority. In place of religion, Adler offers his own theory, “Individual 
Psychology,” which intends to provide a scientific basis for the human 
quest and make man, instead of God, the center of the universe. In 
remarkable anticipation of contemporary globalism and “new age” 
efforts, Adler predicted that social unity would become the dominant 
goal of mankind, replacing religious faith.*! 

Christians must, of course, vehemently reject these central tenets 
of Adler’s thought. God is not a mere human concretation of perfection. 
God created man and therefore existed before man.” God has revealed 
Himself to people so that they might know Him.* Also, without God, 
people cannot ultimately reach social unity and peace. Men are natu- 
rally sinful and without God will turn to sin.** Truly sacrificial love for 
others comes from God and not from within people.” At the same time 
we can affirm that not all Adler’s basic assumptions are false. For 
example, scripture supports the idea that men are individuals and 
should be treated as complex and unique.*° 

Adler’s view of human nature is reflected in his model for therapy. 
Orgler has given an overview of Adler’s method of treatment.*’ His 
basic assumption is that a person’s nature is good, but that in the 
course of life “wrong concepts” are often formed. These wrong concepts 
must be discovered, examined by the client, and changed. Adler’s 
method of therapy is intentionally vague, so as not to restrict thera- 
pists to a formula. Each patient is unique and has developed a unique 
style of life (patterns of thought and behavior developed to cope with 
problems in life) requiring individualized counseling. According to 
Adler, the therapist should try to be friendly, cheerful, encouraging, 
optimistic, tolerant, active, empathetic, dependable, benevolent and 
warm. (These characteristics, by the way, describe Adler’s own person- 
ality according to his colleagues). The counselor should help the pa- 
tient to discover his or her own error in life style by encouraging him or 
her to share about birth-order, early childhood, dreams, etc. The 
patient should be brought to realize that he or she has a wrong view of 
how to deal with life. The therapist should then encourage the patient 
in the development of some skill, which, if successfully developed, will 
result in increased self-confidence. Confidence should then result in 
the establishment of personal contact with others, thus increasing 
social interest. The client’s new concern for others will spread to other 
people with whom they have contact. The client is cured through 
becoming aware of his lifestyle and by taking responsibility for devel- 
oping social interest. 

Obviously Adler’s therapy is not entirely unbiblical, although there 
are dangerous spiritual errors in it. The Bible does not discourage 
individuality, creativity, or empathetic counseling; however, Adler’s 
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method for treatment wrongly assumes that people are selfless by 
nature. Also, he assumes that people who can develop self confidence 
will then develop an interest in helping others. Jesus taught, however, 
that people who want to be happy should think of themselves last and 
should be servants to others first (Mark 10:43-45). Also, Paul urges the 
Philippians not to have confidence in themselves and what they have 
attained, but to seek self-worth in knowing Christ (Phil. 3:3-9). Again, 
only God can be the source of selfless love. Others can model this love, 
but its true source is in God. 

Adler also hints that his method of therapy and counseling could 
ultimately improve society as people begin to care about one another. 
This prediction also follows from his assumption that people are good 
by nature. From a biblical standpoint, however, the present world will 
never be a perfect place. The way to improve society is for Christians to 
go and make disciples as Jesus commanded (Matt. 28:18-20). Jesus’ 
plan for improving society is for people to rely on Him, experience 
forgiveness and abundant life, and love others with the love He dis- 
played. Adler’s assumptions about human life led him to faulty con- 
clusions about human behavior and solutions to human problems. His 
foundation was that people are at the center of the universe and that 
people created God to fulfill their needs. He assumed that people are 
good and will relate to one another selflessly if they are self confident 
enough. In reality, God thought of us first, created us, and then showed 
us how to live peacefully with one another. The source of truth, wisdom 
and love is God, while humans merely reflect His image. 

The degree to which Adler influenced or at least anticipated mod- 
ern social scientific thought and many of the movements characteriz- 
ing Western society in the latter part of the 20th century is remarkable. 
Practical and case oriented discussions of issues related to child devel- 
opment, family dynamics, feminism, delinquency, criminal rehabilita- 
tion, productivity, self-esteem, aggression, and social cooperation were 
central to his writing. As an example of the degree to which Adler 
anticipated contemporary thought consider this statement regarding 
its potential as a rallying cry for the modern day women’s movement: 

An adolescent girl acts very much as though she were 
inferior. ... the belief in her inferiority is forced upon a girl 
by her environment. She is so irrevocably guided into this 
channel of behavior that even investigators with a great 
deal of insight have from time to time fallen into the 
fallacy of believing in her inferiority. The universal result 
of this fallacy is that both sexes have finally fallen into the 
hasty pudding of prestige politics, and each tries to play a 
role for which he is not suited. What happens? Both their 
lives become complicated, their relationships are robbed 
of all candor, they become surfeited with fallacies and 
prejudices, in the face of which all hope of happiness 
vanishes.”* 

As with other areas in Adler’s writing, the insight and genius for 
communication are apparent, but faulty premises lead to distorted 
analyses, conclusions and applications. Regarding the gender issue, 
for example, Adler accepted the evolutionist, socialist view that the age 
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of masculine dominance was preceded by a long epoch of matriarchy. 
According to this scenario, wars and battles between rival tribes thrust 
men into a more central role. As a result and through a great and 
protracted struggle, men succeeded in subjugating women to the infe- 
rior role. Later, the subjugation of women was codified into the legal 
and institutional fabric of society in order to keep women in their 
place.*® 

By contrast, a biblical framework for men and women of conscience 
to strive against subjugation and exploitation of women would be 
rooted in Genesis. Foundationally, the dominion mandate of Genesis 
1:26-28 is explicitly and equally addressed to male and female. In 
Genesis 2:18 we learn that Eve was created as a helper to Adam, not as 
a slave or sex-object. Eve was created as “comparable” to Adam in 
order that he should not be alone. Likewise in the eternal state, Jesus 
declared, “The children of this world marry, and are given in marriage: 
but they [male and female] which shall be accounted worthy to obtain 
that world, and the resurrection from the dead, neither marry, nor are 
given in marriage: neither can they die any more: for they are equal 
unto the angels; and are the children of God, being children of the 
resurrection.”* In the present world, the wife is to have “power over 
the husband’s body,” and the husband is to have “power over the wife’s 
body.”"! Submission is to be “to one another in the fear of God,” and it is 
in this context that wives are to “submit to their OWN husbands” — as 
opposed, of course, to someone else’s husband. The spiritual headship 
of the husband is to be honored by the wife as a reflection of the order of 
creation and in obedience to Christ’s example in giving his life for the 
Church in submission to the Father’s will.” 

One final Adlerian concept that needs to be presented in order to 
appreciate his program to “advance the harmony of man’s social and 
communal life” is the idea of “fictional finalism.” Adler believed that 
people strive toward goals and ideals that have no current representa- 
tion in reality. More than that, mankind’s final goals are ideals that 
are vaguely defined and beyond the realm of actual accomplishment. 
For Adler, the healthy personality is one that is ultimately striving to 
attain the ideal of God (the divine perfection); to become if you will like 
God. “We should not attempt to formulate too easily any particular 
superiority striving; but we can find in all goals one common factor—a 
striving to be godlike. ... Even the atheist wishes to conquer God, to be 
higher than God.” This idea should recall to the Christian reader the 
Luciferian corruption recorded in Isaiah 14:12-16 and also Satan’s 
original temptation to Eve in Eden leading to the Fall of mankind. For 
Adler—a secular man and a psychologist after all—these “fictionally 
final” goals and ideals are couched in practical and earthly concerns of 
social justice and fair play. He believed in the ultimate goodness of 
human nature and taught that through practical application of and 
education in his “Individual Psychology” mankind could be put back on 
the true and upward evolutionary path toward superiority and perfec- 
tion. 

For the Bible believer, the goal of the individual is, of course, not 
some vague and fictional “superiority,” but a created identity and 
Divinely ordained destiny perfectly known (by God) and perfectly 
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suited to the unique character of each person created in the image of 
God. Furthermore, and most important, the crucial “striving” to insure 
attainment of the goal has already been accomplished by God Himself 
through Christ’s victory, overcoming the world, at Calvary. Our call is, 
thus, not to strive after a salvation of our own works, but, rather, to 
receive an accomplished salvation producing works through living 
faith. 
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RATIONALISTIC 
SOLIPSISM: 
THE LIFE AND THOUGHT 
OF AYN RAND 


Ellen Myers 


To develop and preach her philosophy, Ayn Rand (1905-1982) wrote 
her best-selling novels We the Living, Anthem, The Fountainhead, and 
her lengthy masterpiece Atlas Shrugged. We the Living is set in Soviet 
Russia after 1917, where Rand herself lived until she emigrated to the 
United States in 1925. Anthem is a utopia in which individuals exist 
wholly for the collective, bear numbers rather than names and have 
lost the knowledge of the word “I” until one heroic young rebel rediscov- 
ers it. The Fountainhead pits individualism against collectivism in 
America through the struggle of Howard Roark, a brilliant architect, 
against the forces of parasitic evil personified in the newspaper colum- 
nist Ellsworth Toohey and the “second-hander” Peter Keating. It also 
features a stagey heroine, Dominique Francon, who seeks to destroy 
both her lover Roark and herself because she cannot bear the thought 
that they must live in a world which does not recognize and appreciate 
their true worth. Finally, Atlas Shrugged is the story of John Galt, an 
inventor who leads a strike of brilliant industrialists practicing “the 
morality of rational self-interest”’ against socialism-collectivism. 

The theme of the individual versus the collective runs through all 
Rand’s work and seems at first sight congruent with biblical Christian- 
ity. Rand champions untrammeled laissez-faire private enterprise 
with due public esteem and material rewards for men of creative 
genius, whom she considers the fountainhead of man’s progress and 
prosperity. Undergirding these concerns, however, is not belief in the 
free exercise of man’s dominion mandate under God His Creator and 
Lord (Genesis 1:26, 28), but rather Rand’s fanatical rationalistic 
utopianism, even solipsism, based upon her passionate atheism and 
anarchistic rootlessness. 

Rand’s elitist egotism won her a dedicated following. It appeals 
especially to highly intelligent young people who feel rejected by their 
less intelligent peers. Beginning in the 1960s Rand’s followers coa- 
lesced into a movement preaching the virtues of absolute selfishness 
under the label of “objectivism.” Some of them came to hold influential 
positions in government, free market publications and seminars, in- 
vestment counseling, and the ubiquitous “self-esteem” school of psy- 
chological counseling partly pioneered by Rand’s young lieutenant 
Nathaniel Branden. 

The first comprehensive biography of Rand, Barbara Branden’s 
The Passion of Ayn Rand, appeared in 1986. Branden, an intelligent 
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and thoughtful professional psychologist, credits Rand for her own 
intellectual awakening and is still fascinated by Rand’s personal cha- 
risma. The former wife of Nathaniel Branden, Barbara knew Rand 
intimately for years, and she combines her recollections with extensive 
research on Rand’s youth and career. Perhaps most importantly, she 
and Rand’s husband Frank O’Connor comforted each other while both 
suffered through Rand’s affair with Nathaniel Branden, Rand’s junior 
by twenty-five years. 

Rand grew up as Alice Rosenbaum in an agnostic Jewish home in 
St. Petersburg. Because she was Jewish, she had no affinities or roots 
among the Russian people, then often antisemitic. Because she was 
agnostic, she had no real relations to Judaism either. She was happiest 
when alone, and she characteristically felt this ought to be true for 
everyone else as well: “To the end of her life, for Alice to say of someone 
that he or she had a deep need for the company of other people was to 
dismiss that person as essentially without value.”* Already as a child 
Alice decided that she would never have children as they would only 
hinder her writing career. She remained true to her resolution even 
though her husband would have liked to have children. Significantly, 
none of the major characters in her novels have children or real 
dependents, a most unrealistic feature. 

Alice loved light American and German music which spoke to her 
of carefree joy. As with her love of solitude, she became very angry 
when others rejected her musical preferences and would not concede 
them theirs. This was true for her artistic and literary tastes as well. 
She claimed in all seriousness that if people were only perfectly ratio- 
nal as she herself always was, they would inevitably share all her 
convictions and tastes to the minutest degree, and if they did not it was 
due to their inferiority or depravity. 

Rand became an atheist, reasoning that the concept of God was 
degrading to men because a perfect God would be above man and a 
reproach to him. As she put it in We the Living, “God ... is one’s highest 
conception of the highest possible. And whoever places his highest 
conception above his own possibility thinks very little of himself and 
his life.”* About atheism, as about any part of her thought, she “would 
‘allow’ disagreement until a philosophical opponent had heard her 
case; after that, if agreement were not forthcoming, she was faced with 
‘vicious dishonesty.” 

Rand always wanted to be in full control of her life. Her idea that 
any sickness or danger happening to her was her own fault was part of 
this obsession with mastery of her world. She also rejected any family 
ties as they would have intruded upon her autonomy, and even merely 
because “One is simply born into a family. Therefore it’s of no real 
significance.” Nevertheless she did marry, a “shotgun wedding - with 
Uncle Sam holding the shotgun” as she herself jokingly put it,° because 
otherwise she might have been deported back to Soviet Russia. Her 
husband was physically her type of man, tall, slender and handsome, 
and she often spoke of him in extravagant terms as the person who 
most deeply shared her values (for example, on the dedication page and 
in the preface of Atlas Shrugged). Yet everyone who knew them both, 
and Frank O’Connor himself as well, saw that the real Frank was quite 
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different from the image she made up of him in her mind. 

Frank sank further and further into insignificance. Rand’s affair 
with Nathaniel Branden, which she asked her husband to accept and 
which she carried on in their bedroom while Frank sought solace in the 
neighborhood bar, completed his destruction as a man. Eventually he 
died of senility (apparently Alzheimer’s Disease), and probably alcohol- 
ism as well. To the end Rand insisted he could function and reason if he 
only tried, subjecting him to mind training as though by the sheer force 
of her own reason she could halt and reverse his illness and approach- 
ing death. Not surprisingly Frank became bitterly hostile towards her 
and only her as his life ebbed away.’ That their marriage lasted fifty 
years was due entirely to his loss of independent manhood. In fact they 
did not share the same values, and she could not speak to him about 
the only subject that really interested her, her philosophy; she turned 
to others, usually young students, for that purpose. Branden correctly 
surmises that had Rand married a man who was really like the master- 
ful heroes of her novels, the marriage would never have lasted: “One of 
the tragedies of Ayn’s life was her painful, lifelong yearning for what 
she could never have endured.”* 

Rand’s obsession with the infallibility of her own reason persisted 
even in the face of life-threatening illness. After being operated on for 
lung cancer (doubtless related to her lifelong smoking of two packs of 
cigarettes a day), she had received a heavy dose of pain medication and 
told a visiting friend that she could see the branches of a tree through 
her hospital window. How was this possible as her room was on the 
ninth floor? Her friend realized that what Rand saw was the reflection 
of a pole holding intravenous equipment. Rand would not believe it. 
Several months later she took her friend severely to task for attempt- 
ing to “make her doubt her mind” and “to undermine her rationality.” 
As Branden comments, “It was inconceivable to Ayn that anything - 
illness, medication, stress - could affect her mind. It was axiomatic 
that the functioning and rationality of her intellect was in her control, 
even when her body was not. Her free choices ran her mind, nothing 
else.”” 

Bertha Krantz, Rand’s copy editor on Atlas Shrugged, 
remembered that Rand was such a brilliant woman, and 
to listen to her, one could be convinced that she had no 
fears, no contradictions. But we live every day, we live 
with the little things of life ... she almost boiled the dishes 
when she washed them; and she admitted that she was 
deathly afraid of germs. And, of course, she scoffed at 
‘superstition,’ but ... when I commented on a little gold 
watch she always wore, she said ... that it was her good- 
luck watch ... 

In the end, I began to feel somewhat sorry for her. ... 
laughter did not come easily to her, and she seemed to 
have no capacity for simple enjoyment. Everything had to 
be carefully considered, analyzed - again, had to be ratio- 
nal. And her view of things was so limited. We'd be 
walking along somewhere, and she never ‘saw’ the sky or 
the trees or even any of the people; her attention seemed 
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to be given only to the stone and glass buildings.'® 

By the time Atlas Shrugged was being written and published, 
Rand’s dogmatic rationalism had become her straitjacket. 

Rand believed and taught that emotions are the result of one’s 
reasoning and that man’s freedom of the will consists in choosing to 
think, or not, in the first place. For her this choice was equivalent to 
wanting to live, or not. She therefore counseled her followers that all 
their problems were due to faulty reasoning and could be solved by 
rethinking them and coming up with the correct rational conclusions. 
Rationalism became the new “objectivist” morality. This could be 
harmful, led to repression and, Branden rightly states, is simply false: 
“We are not omniscient, not about the world outside us, and not about 
the vast complexity of our own mental content and processes.”!! The 
Bible, God’s infallible revelation about the world and man, emphati- 
cally says the same. 

Rand proclaimed that each individual must live by his own reason 
and judgment, but one could not be her follower, think of oneself as 
rational, and also approve of Shakespeare, of the paintings of Vincent 
Van Gogh or Rembrandt with his “grim, unfocused malevolence,” or of 
the music of Beethoven with his “tragic sense of doom.”"* Yet Rand’s 
own philosophy of art is sketchy and a mere derivative of her ideas 
about the creativity of industrial entrepreneurs rather than an evalua- 
tion of artistic creativity per se.’ It could not be otherwise, for Rand 
did not write anything, and in particular not her fiction, without the 
explicit propagandistic motive of persuading her readers to adopt her 
philosophy of rationalistic utopianism. 

For Rand who longed for carefree, simple joy it was self-defeating 
to derive everything including joy wholly from the effort and analysis 
of her own mind. This tortuous road is evident in her fiction as well. In 
the early We the Living Kira Argounova, the heroine, can still ask why 
she cannot study engineering simply because she likes it." In Rand’s 
later work “liking” can no longer stand on its own. It must be based 
upon each person’s character, which in turn is “self-made” by previous 
rational choice alone. This is why We the Living is still comparatively 
full of real life and real people. The characters of the later novels are 
artificial constructs to personify Rand’s ideas. 

Rand proclaims that man’s life itself is man’s standard of rational 
choice. However, without the begetting of children, which Rand “ratio- 
nally chose” to forego, Rand herself could not have existed, nor could 
anyone. The raising of children requires parental care and commit- 
ment. Rand grew up ina stable home, much as she despised it, and her 
family sacrificed for her good education, and later for her emigration to 
America, not through “rational choice” but simply out of family solidar- 
ity and selfless love. On the other hand, it is the genius of tyranny to 
make the survival of one’s loved ones dependent upon one’s submission. 
Mothers and fathers will then be torn between loyalty to their beliefs 
and love for their children, and it is precisely the horror and pain of 
this dilemma that either choice could be “rational” by Rand’s standard. 
Rand has a solution for this quandary - suicide. John Galt himself, the 
hero of Atlas Shrugged, says at one point that he would have killed 
himself had his sweetheart Dagny Taggart been tortured." But suicide 
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for one who sees man’s physical life here on earth as his highest value 
is not so much “rational” as ultimate self-defeat. 

Rand’s contempt for the family is related to her solipsist view of 
sex as an extension of one’s own self. For Rand, “sex is not the cause, 
but an effect and an expression of a man’s sense of his own value. ... He 
will always be attracted to the woman who reflects his deepest vision of 
himself, the woman whose surrender permits him to experience - or to 
fake - a sense of self-esteem.”'!® As we saw, Rand had to fake an image of 
her husband in her own mind in order to preserve her own sense of self- 
esteem. 

Rand’s concept of sex shows that others really did not exist for her 
but were mere solipsist extensions of her self. Because she excluded 
the true reality of others even in sexual intimacy, her real life relation- 
ships with her husband and Nathaniel Branden were fundamentally 
perverse. This perversity erupts in brutal shape in her fiction. There 
is a notorious rape scene in The Fountainhead where Roark takes 
Dominique for the first time “as an act of scorn. Not as love, but as 
defilement.” As for Dominique, “the act of a master taking shameful, 
contemptuous possession of her was the kind of rapture she had 
wanted.”"’ An identical beginning initiates the relationship between 
Bjorn Faulkner and Karen Andre in Rand’s still popular play Night of 
January 16th. In this play’s introduction Rand also asserts that a 
criminal, outcast, or “noble crook” (like Faulkner) represents indi- 
vidual rebellion against society; as such he can be a symbol of most 
people’s latent self-esteem, and hence good!'* 

A key point in Rand’s thought is that logical reasoning lies at the 
root of all great inventions of technology and the arts. However, in 
reality great inventions are often the result of sudden intuition totally 
disassociated from preceding chains of logical thought. Examples are 
Galileo, Newton, Archimedes, Henri Poincare, and others."” In Rand’s 
own Atlas Shrugged Henry Rearden, one of her heroes, stumbles by 
intuition upon a new principle of building a bridge span. 

Rand to the contrary, human reason does not infallibly discern the 
true from the false, nor is it independent of the body, nor does it 
function apart from subjectivity-laden human language. Rand also 
virtually equated reason and will, as though rational evaluation of a 
choice guaranteed subsequent action in accordance with that evalua- 
tion. It is the old temptation in the Garden of Eden which Rand 
scornfully rejected as a myth,”° beckoning man to be his own god by 
exercising his own reason and will, and implying that he will then 
always consistently follow out his own discernment and resolutions. 
This is a crucial error. Man cannot help disobeying himself as god, 
either by weakness or, yes, by deliberate disregard of what he himself 
has determined by his own lights to be “good” for him. Man in fact does 
not live by reason alone as Rand falsely claims. 

Finally, Rand took as her basis the law of identity (A= A, an axiom 
of Aristotle), which states that a thing is and remains itself.*! This law 
alone, as she correctly recognized, makes rational thought possible. 
But this law itself is not made by man, nor does man’s recognition of it 
validate it. Rand’s “objectivist” theory of knowledge does not go back 
far enough, as it never inquires into the origin of the law of identity. 
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This law requires the eternally immutable and sovereign Creator of 
the Bible as its Giver. For if cosmic evolution were true, as it must be if 
this Creator did not exist, then the law of identity would in fact not be 
true. Things would then always be in a process of becoming something 
other than they are, and this would mean that A never equals A, anda 
thing is not and does not remain itself. It is one of the chief arguments 
against any form of evolution and in favor of biblical creation that 
biblical creation alone furnishes the epistemological foundation for the 
law of identity which alone makes rational human thought possible. 
Man may deliberately idolize reason and set out to live by his 
reason alone. He may reject the transcendent, sovereign, immutable, 
personal Creator of the Bible Who alone can fully and surely know and 
determine reality which He brought into being and sustains moment 
by moment. But the penalty such rationalistic utopianism incurs is 
that it condemns man to prison in an imaginary, truncated, and ulti- 
mately solipsist world of his own making. Rand’s latter life is an 
example of this descent. As her husband was slowly dying, she “was 
bitterly lonely, and bitterly afraid ... Her only sense of the reality of her 
own universe was the hours she spent alone in her study; only there 
could she find the world of Howard Roark and John Galt; only there 
could she find peace.”** As her own death approached she often “quoted 
the saying: ‘It is not I who will die, it is the world that will end.’ Her 
world was coming to its end.” 
Rand captured the essence of her life and thought in the world of 
the young hero of Anthem: 
I am done with the monster of “We,” the word of serfdom, 
of plunder, of misery, falsehood and shame. 
And now I see the face of god, and I raise this god over 
the earth, this god whom men have sought since men 
came into being, this god who will grant them joy and 
peace and price. 
This god, this one word: I. 
In her imaginary world of rationalistic solipsism Rand could be her 
own god, her “I” receiving worship from itself in its own tiny cell of 
unreality. In Christian biblical terms such a world, if not exchanged 
for truth and freedom in Christ (John 8:32), is a foretaste of hell. 
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APOLOGETICS, TRUTH, 
AND HUMILITY 


Douglas Groothuis 


Recently when IJ was discussing philosophy with an earnest under- 
graduate student, she informed me that she rejected the idea that she 
could know “the truth” because this would condemn everyone who 
disagreed with her. Since philosophers have traditionally exulted in 
winning arguments instead of eliminating them, I asked why she 
shunned victory in favor of terminal agnosticism. She explained, “If I 
claim to know the truth, then I must also claim that whoever disagrees 
with me is wrong, and that would make me intolerably arrogant.” This 
student was suffering from a case of dislocated humility. Instead of 
being rightly humble about her ability always to know truly or infalli- 
bly, she was instead humble over the mere possibility of discovering the 
truth. She identified the very idea of possessing truth with pride. 

I suggested a shift in perspective. What if we view truth as 
something that might be discovered by diligent seekers? Then one who 
claims to know the truth need not be arrogant. She need not view 
herself pridefully as the owner or creator of truth, but could rather 
behave as a humble servant of truth who wants to make it known to 
others for their own good. She could thus humbly enter into dialogue 
over the matter by giving arguments and evidence to support her 
views. 

The student reluctantly admitted that she had never thought of it 
that way before, and said she would think more about it. I prayed she 
would, because until she grasps the concept of attainable truth, she 
will never comprehend the identity of Christ, who is “the way, the 
truth, and the life” (John 14:6). 

This encounter highlights how crucial humility is to the Christian’s 
apologetic task in a world steeped in relativism. On the one hand, we 
must place humility in the right place. We should never misplace our 
humility by disparaging the only thing that will ever set anyone free— 
the truth itself. The central claims of God’s revelation should be 
understood, explained and defended. I thank the one true God that 
this journal and those involved in apologetics ministries are providing 
sound reasons for the faith and are challenging the critics of Christian- 
ity. 

On the other hand, ambitious Christian apologists often lose some- 
thing indispensable in the very process of defending the indispensable. 
In refusing to jettison the idea of truth, we often jettison humility 
instead. We can become, as the student feared, arrogant. We may hold 
the truth falsely. 

It is dangerously easy for apologists to become prideful when we 
identify the truth with our ego instead of with God Himself. Instead of 
contending for “the faith that was once for all entrusted to the saints” 
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(Jude 3), we may end up contending for our own infallibility. We should 
heed Blaise Pascal, who wrote in his Pensees (Thoughts on Religion 
and Some Other Subjects) that “it is false piety to preserve peace at the 
expense of truth. It is also false zeal to preserve truth at the expense of 
charity.” Several facts can point us toward the fruitful partnership of 
true piety and true zeal. First, Christian truth is best defended when it 
is held both firmly and humbly—in the manner one would hold a 
newborn child. It is infinitely precious and therefore worth defending; 
but it is a gift not of our own making. We lay no claim to its greatness 
or even to the fact that we recognize it as truth (Eph. 2:8-9). We know 
by grace that grace may be known. If we speak of “our faith” we should 
emphasize that the truth is not our possession; rather the truth pos- 
sesses us. No one put it better than G. K. Chesterton in Orthodoxy who 
confessed concerning Christianity: “I will not call it my philosophy; for 
I did not make it. God and humanity made it; and it made me.” 

Second, our knowledge of biblical truth should grow over a lifetime. 
Orthodoxy will always exceed my present understanding of orthodoxy. 
The humble apologist will defend Christianity’s core claims to the best 
of his ability—the inspiration of Scripture, the Trinity, the Incarnation, 
justification by faith, and so on—while remaining open to discussion 
about less central and more debatable issues such as the particulari- 
ties of eschatology or church government. 

Third, Jesus said that the meek, not the belligerent, will inherit 
the earth. No matter how winsome the presentation, the gospel will 
offend those with hardened hearts; but we should avoid increasing the 
offense through arrogance. Paul is a model when he says, “We have this 
treasure in jars of clay to show that this all-surpassing power is from 
God and not from us” (2 Cor. 4:7). The principles of Paul’s pastoral 
instruction to Timothy apply to all apologists: “And the Lord’s servant 
must not quarrel; instead, he must be kind to everyone, able to teach, 
not resentful. Those who oppose him he must gently instruct, in the 
hope that God will grant them repentance leading them to a knowledge 
of the truth” (2 Tim. 2:24-25). Our aim should be to speak the truth in 
love (Eph. 4:15). 

Fourth, no matter how adept our advocacy of the faith, we must 
glory in the Lord and not in our apologetic prowess. Without humility, 
even the best arguments will ring hollow. Our aim in defending the 
gospel is to set people free, not to defend ourselves or acquit ourselves 
of all error. The humble apologist stands valiantly for God’s absolute, 
objective, and universal truth, even as he stands on feet of clay with an 
ear open to correction. Fifth, whatever our skill at defending the faith, 
any humble presentation of Christian truth is a powerful tool in God’s 
hands. The Lord opposes the proud and exalts the humble (Matt. 
23:12; James 4:6). Christian humility is an arresting apologetic in and 
of itself. Those who with plain speech forget themselves in service of 
Christ outshine those who eloquently defend only their egos. Let all 
apologists pray with Albert Outler: “Lord, protect us from the mindless 
love that deceives and the loveless truth that kills.” Amen. 


Reprinted from Christian Research Journal, Spring 1992, p. 7, with 
permission of the author. 
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PAINFUL ACCEPTANCE: 
THE COST OF THE WORD 


Celia Jolley 


Writers universally dread the rejection notice: the recognizable 
SASE burns hot in any handful of mail. However, success has its own 
particular pain. “We have accepted your article” brings an inward 
cringe along with the exhilaration. The writer must go public. Those 
deep, private thoughts and fresh imaginings born pure upon blank 
pages are ushered out into the glare of the public eye. Once out of his 
hands, they may meet curiosity, rejection, and scorn as well as appre- 
ciation. A part of the intimate self has been exposed. 

This strong sense of privacy surfaced early in my childhood. My 
artistic endeavors were hoarded and hidden so that even my parents 
seldom were offered a glimpse into my secret life of imagination. “I’ll 
show you my picture if you'll show me yours” my brother once prodded 
as we sketched side by side in the back of our sixty-four Ford car. After 
viewing his drawing, I suddenly reneged. A scuffle ensued whereupon 
late my drawings in order to prevent him from taking possession of it. 
That child in me still has the urge to “eat my words” rather than to 
send them out stamped, sealed, and delivered to unknown editors and 
possible realms beyond. 

This is a bigger issue than shyness. The Christian life is full of the 
tension of meekness in all disciplines. Somehow, we have gotten the 
fruit of the Spirit “meekness,” confused with “weakness.” Reuben 
Welch says that it is not a word of personality type, or lifestyle, but 
about a relationship with God. Moses is the great example of meekness 
in the Old Testament; Jesus, in the New. (Numbers 12:3, Matthew 
11:29, & John 5:19). Both knew God face to face. Yet the meek are 
mighty when their intimacy with God is used to lead others; from out of 
the cloistered prayer chamber to become a voice crying out in the 
wilderness. 

Beecher said, “I don’t like these cold, precise, perfect people, who, 
in order not to speak wrong, never speak at all, and in order not to do 
wrong, never do anything.” Only the conviction to pick up the sword of 
the pen to do battle for truth or the irrepressible creative urge that 
seeks to grace the world pushes me on. True, noble, just, pure, lovely, 
virtuous, praiseworthy literature of good report is hard to come by. We 
are called to fill the void. We need to lift up our eyes and readers to 
lofty things. Good fiction can do this while good writing can put the 
backbone in convictions. The pen is still mightier than the sword. 

Whether it is fulfilling a need for fiction that uplifts or a pen 
flashing from a burning heart of convictions, I write on, hope for 
acceptance, and bear up under the sense of personal loss that exposure 
brings. 

“The Word became flesh and dwelt among us, and we beheld His 
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glory...full of grace and truth.” It cost God dearly to let His “Word” go 
out into the world. It is worth the price of the calling to send out words 
of grace and truth. Sydney Smith said, “A great deal of talent is lost to 
the world for the want of a little courage.” 


Joyful Abandon 


Celia Jolly 
There’s nothing so absurd and sacred 
As a flock of birds the heavens swelling 
Careless of the still-falling patter 
Lifting wings of glory 
Emerged in the purge 
Of a rain-washed sky. 


Reckless in their fickle search 

For a haven damp and emerald 

On a pine-drenched perch, 

Like children irrepressible, 

They dart again to splatter wet on feathers 

With the same urge that causes young boots 

To stomp unfathomable depths of earthly puddles 


Which common sense decries. 


No mother chides them; 

Only a Father guides them 

And counts each sparrow as it falls. 

Better to die in joyful abandon and be counted 
Then careful never to fly at all. 
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THE BIBLE 
AND THE NATIONS 


Jean-Marc Berthoud 


The words nation or nations are frequently found in the Bible, both 
in the New and the Old Testaments. This fact is ignored in most 
commentaries. The subject of the Biblical theology of the nations is 
almost totally absent from currently available systematic theologies. 
Very often, as we shall see, the Greek or Hebrew word for nation is 
mistranslated by the substitution of the very inadequate terms of 
Gentiles or Heathen, without any reference to the fact that the true 
meaning implies the concept of nation. This is essentially due to a 
peculiar trait of much Christian thinking which tends to ignore social 
realities in any reflection on God’s creational order. 

Now, when we look carefully at the Biblical usage of the Hebrew 
and Greek words for nation, goy or goyim and ethnos, we are struck by 
the very particular verbal associations of these terms. Let us take a 
number of examples which will illustrate what we mean. 

In the famous last words of our Lord Jesus Christ to his disciples, 
commonly known as the Great Commission, we read, 

All power is given unto me in heaven and in earth. Go ye 

therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the 

name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: 

Teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have 

commanded you: and lo, I am with you alway, even unto 

the end of the world. Amen. (Matthew 28:18-20) 
This text is indeed curious. The word nations, “teach all the nations”, 
“baptizing them (the nations), “teaching them” (again, the nations), 
sounds very strange to our ears, placed as it is in the context of world 
evangelization. Why nations and not the elect or sinners, or believers or 
even mankind? What does the use of the word nation mean in such a 
context? Does the social entity nation have a kind of collective person- 
ality that can be taught and baptized? 

Let us look at another example taken again from the New Testa- 
ment. In the apostle Paul’s letter to the Galatians we read that “they 
which are of the faith, the same are the children of Abraham. And the 
Scripture, foreseeing that God would justify the heathen (the Greek has 
here ethnos, the nations) through faith, preached before the gospel unto 
Abraham, saying, In thee shall all the nations be blessed.” (Galatians 
8:8) Our text tells us that in Abraham all the nations shall be blessed. 
Why do we again find the expression all nations, and not all the elect or 
all those destined to be saved? What does this notion of nation mean? 
What is the purpose of this bizarre nationalist vocabulary in speaking 
of the spread of the Gospel? 

Paul shows in the conclusion to his letter to the Christians in Rome 
that this manner of speaking was quite usual for him: 
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Now to him that is of power to stablish you according to 
my gospel, and the preaching of Jesus Christ, according to 
the revelation of the mystery, which was kept secret since 
the world began, but now is made manifest, and by the 
scriptures of the prophets, according to the commandment 
of the everlasting God, made known to all nations for the 
obedience of faith: to God only wise, be glory through 
Jesus Christ for ever. Amen. (Romans 16:25-26) 
Again, why should the Gospel of Jesus Christ be made known to all 
nations and not to all men or to all the elect or to all men destined to be 
redeemed by the blood of Christ? 

Let us take another text where Paul quotes a number of passages 
from the Old Testament which all have the same national preoccupa- 
tion: 

Now I say that Jesus Christ was a minister of the cireum- 
cision for the truth of God, to confirm the promises made 
unto the fathers: and that the Gentiles (the Greek here has 
ethnos, ¢he nations) might glorify God for his mercy; as it 
is written, for this cause I will confess to thee among the 
Gentiles (nations), and sing unto thy name (Psalm 18:50). 
And again he saith, Rejoice, ye Gentiles (nations), with his 
people (Deut. 32:43). And again, Praise the Lord, all ye 
Gentiles (nations); and laud him, all ye people (Psalm 
117:1). And again, Esaias saith, There shall be a root of 
Jesse, and he that shall rise to reign over the Gentiles 
(nations); in him shall the Gentiles (nations) trust (Isaiah 
11:10). (Romans 15:8-12) 
In every instance where the translation given is Gentiles (or heathen) 
in the Authorized Version [and other translations such as the New 
International Version), the word found in the Greek is ethnos (nation), 
and in the original Hebrew it is Goyim, an expression signifying also 
simply nations. A careful study shows that there is no exception to this 
phenomenon. The word translated heathen or Gentiles is always 
either goyim or ethnos without exception. Both ethnos and Goyim 
should normally be properly translated either by the word nations or 
by the expressions Gentile nations or heathen nations and not simply 
by Gentiles or heathen, terms which have nothing of the institutional 
content of the Hebrew or Greek expressions. ... 

Let us look at another example, taken this time from the book of 
Acts. In the tenth chapter we find the account of the first introduction 
of the Gospel to the Gentile nations. Through the vision of the napkin 
containing all sorts of animals, pure and impure, and God’s peremptory 
order to “kill and eat,” Peter came to understand that before God, 
because of the purification accomplished at the cross, the formerly 
valid distinction between the Jewish nation and the Gentile nations 
had been done away with. He was thus not to consider as impure those 
whom God had declared pure through the finished sacrifice of Christ. 
Now this passage is of great interest to us in that we see the Greek 
term ethnos used quite indiscriminately for the Jewish nation as well 
as for the Gentile nations, its fundamental meaning being clearly that 
of nation. Of the Roman officer, Cornelius, it is said, “Cornelius the 
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centurion, a just man, and one that feareth God, and of good report 
among all the nation of the Jews...” (Acts 10:22). Further Peter says to 
his Gentile visitors inviting him into Cornelius’ home: “Ye know how it 
is an unlawful thing for a man that is a Jew to keep company, or come 
unto one of another nation: but God hath shewed me that I should not 
call any man common or unclean” (Acts 10:28). Peter confirms this a 
few verses further on when he says: “Of a truth I perceive that God is 
no respecter of persons: but in every nation (Jewish or Gentile) he that 
feareth him, and worketh righteousness, is accepted with him” (Acts 
10:34-35). 

But this undifferentiated usage of the expression nation for both 
Jews and Gentiles is by no means found exclusively in the New Testa- 
ment. The Old Testament teaching is also perfectly clear. In the fourth 
chapter of the book of Deuteronomy we read the following exhortation 
addressed by Moses to the Jewish nation: 

Behold, I have taught you statutes and judgments, even 

as the Lord my God commanded me, that ye should do so 

in the land whither ye go to possess it. Keep therefore and 

do them; for this is your wisdom and your understanding 

in the sight of the nations, which shall hear all these 

statutes, and say, Surely this great nation is a wise and 

understanding people. For what nation is there so great, 

who hath God so nigh unto them, as the Lord our God is, 

in all things that we call upon him for? And what nation is 

there so great, that hath statutes and judgments so righ- 

teous as all this law, which I set before you this day. (Deut. 

4:5-8) 
It is quite clear from this passage (and many similar texts could be 
quoted) that the word goyim, nations is not in any way in the Old 
Testament exclusively applied to the heathen nations. It is used by 
Moses himself when he speaks of Israel. 

Some commentators and theologians affirm that the word nation 
(goy) is used for the Gentile nations, whilst the term people (‘am) is 
used to designate the Jewish people, the pagan nations being thus 
systematically opposed by Biblical usage itself to the Jewish covenant 
people. Closer examination of the Hebrew vocabulary of the Old 
Testament, however, proves this interpretation to be an exegetical 
myth. To take but one example, staying in the book of Deuteronomy, let 
us examine a brief passage from the seventh chapter. Speaking to the 
people of Israel of the danger of spiritual compromise with the heathen 
nations surrounding them Moses says: 

For thou art a holy people (‘am) unto the Lord thy God: the 
Lord thy God hath chosen thee to be a special people (‘am) 
unto himself, above all people (‘am) that are upon the face 
of the earth. The Lord did not set his love upon you, nor 
choose you, because ye were more in number than any 
people (‘am); for ye were the fewest of all people (‘am). 
(Deut. 7:6-7) 
This passage makes it abundantly clear that the Hebrew usage of the 
Bible knows nothing of a semantic distinction - not to speak of an 
opposition - between Israel as a nation or people and the other Gentile 
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nations and peoples created by God. The words nation and people are 
even on occasion used as synonyms in Scripture, as is done in this 
passage from the book of Isaiah: “Let all the nations (goyim) be gath- 
ered together, and let the people (‘am) be assembled: who among them 
can declare this, and show us former things?” (Isaiah 43:9) 

This Old Testament usage is again clearly confirmed by the New 
Testament. At the end of Luke’s Gospel Jesus exhorts his disciples 
“that repentance and remission of sins be preached in his name among 
all nations, beginning at Jerusalem” (Luke 25:46-47). This, to take the 
plain grammatical sense, means that Israel (i.e. Jerusalem) is the first 
nation, of all the nations of the world, to hear the preaching of the 
Gospel of repentance and of remission of sins in Jesus Christ. This fact 
is made abundantly clear from the account of the bringing of the Gospel 
to the Gentile nations which we find in the book of Acts. In the faithful 
remnant of the Jewish nation, those who recognized in Jesus Christ the 
Messiah of Israel, were perfectly accomplished the Biblical promises 
that all the nations of the earth would be blessed through the seed of 
Abraham. For as Scripture makes so abundantly clear, “Salvation is of 
the Jews” (John 4:22). Thus Scripture does not radically (and racially) 
distinguish Israel from the other nations as Rabbinic Judaism has 
always (and erroneously) done, and that from before the time of Christ 
to the present day.! 

Another text from Luke’s Gospel helps us to draw out the 
eschatological implications of this fact. In his discourse on the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem by the Romans and on the end of the world, Jesus 
affirmed that the inhabitants of Judea 

shall fall by the edge of the sword, and shall be led away 

captive into all the nations: and Jerusalem shall be trod- 

den down of the Gentiles (ethnos, nations), until the time of 

the Gentiles (ethnos, nations) be fulfilled. And there shall 

be signs in the sun, and in the moon, and in the stars; and 

upon the earth distress of nations, with perplexity; the sea 

and the waves roaring; men’s hearts failing them for fear, 

and for looking after those things which are coming on the 

earth; for the powers of heaven shall be shaken. And then 

shall they see the Son of man coming in a cloud with 

power and great glory.” (Luke 21:24-27) 
This passage makes clear that the fulfillment of “the time of the 
nations” (Gentiles is here a perfectly arbitrary theological interpreta- 
tion totally uncalled for by the text) coincides with the end of the world, 
the coming of the Son of man, the coming in judgment of the Lord Jesus 
Christ “in a cloud with power and great glory.” The times of the nations 
(not the Gentiles) is the time of all the nations, Israel included. ... This 
is confirmed by the words of the Lord himself in the parallel passage in 
Matthew: “And this gospel of the kingdom shall be preached in all the 
world for a witness unto all the nations (including the Jewish nation) 
and then shall the end come” (Matthew 24:14). Here “all the nations” 
according to the common Biblical usage we have described indeed 
means all the nations including the Jewish nation. 

This reading of the Scriptures is again abundantly confirmed by 
Matthew’s account of the final judgment. In Matthew 25 we read the 
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following passages which show the central role played by the nations 
as such in the general judgment: 

When the Son of man shall come in his glory, and all the 

holy angels with him, then shall he sit upon the throne of 

his glory and before him shall be gathered all nations; 

and he shall separate them one from another, as a shep- 

herd divideth his sheep from the goats. (Matthew 25:31- 

32; see also verses 32-34; 41, 46) 
At the final judgment all nations shall be gathered before the judgment 
throne of God. All nations includes also Israel. The text clearly 
teaches that the general judgment will be made nation by nation. 
Mankind will not be judged as an indiscriminate mass but each nation 
will stand as under its national banner and the separation between the 
sheep and the goats will take place within each nation distinctly. From 
each nation will be extracted, on the one hand, the elect and, on the 
other, the damned. Saved and damned individuals are gathered to- 
gether as distinct nations. The final judgment will indeed be that of 
each separate individual but this judgment will be effected within the 
specific framework of every particular nation. 

The Bible clearly knows nothing of the modern (and ancient) idea 
of a universal society made up of atomistic individuals organically 
unrelated to one another and constituting an undifferentiated and 
anarchic international community. Such political nominalism’ is not to 
be found in Scripture or in the apostolic tradition of the historical 
churches, but in the social contract tradition developed by the thinking 
of Marsilius of Padua, Thomas Hobbes, John Locke, Jean-Jacques 
Rousseau, Karl Marx, John Stuart Mill and Hans Kelsen, a tradition 
which culminates in the social liberalism dominant everywhere today. 

What, then, is the Biblical theology of the nations? 

The disappearance of nations would impoverish us no less 

than if all people were made alike, with one character, one 

face. Nations are the wealth of mankind, they are its 

generalized personalities; the smallest of them has its 

own particular colours, and embodies a particular facet of 

God’s design.* 
In Psalm 86:8-10 we read: “Among the gods there is none like unto 
thee, O Lord; neither are there any works like unto thy works. All 
nations whom thou hast made shall come and worship before thee, O 
Lord; and shall glorify thy name. For thou art great, and doest 
wondrous things: thou art God alone.” Thus Scripture declares force- 
fully that the nations are not arbitrary human institutions set up by 
the fantasies of the changing will of men, but that they are part of God’s 
creational and redemptional order like the family and the Church. We 
find a very similar affirmation in Psalm 22:27: “All the ends of the 
world shall remember and turn unto the Lord: and all the kindreds (or 
families) of the nations shall worship before thee. For the kingdom is 
the Lord’s: and he is governor among the nations.” Thus we see that 
God is the Creator of the nations, of the clans and of the families 
(kindreds) of which mankind is made up. Mankind is not thus just a 
huge amorphous mass of atomistic individuals arbitrarily juxtaposed 
one next to another, but it is ordered of God into nations, clans and 
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families. 

This doctrine is firmly established by a vitally important text of 
the New Testament, Paul’s famous speech to the Epicurean and Stoic 
philosophers of Athens on Mars Hill: 

God that made the world and all things therein, seeing 

that he is Lord of heaven and earth, dwelleth not in 

temples made with hands, neither is worshiped with men’s 

hands, as though he needed any thing, seeing he giveth to 

all life, and breath, and all things. And hath made of one 

blood all nations of men for to dwell on all the face of the 

earth, and hath determined the times before appointed, 

and the bounds of their habitation. That they should seek 

the Lord, if haply they might feel after him, and find him, 

though he be not far from every one of us, for in him we 

live, and move, and have our being.” (Acts 17:24-28) 
This teaching is but an echo of what we commonly find in the Old 
Testament. In the book of Deuteronomy we read: “When the most High 
divided to the nations their inheritance, when he separated the sons of 
Adam; he set the bounds of the people according to the number of the 
children of Israel” (Deut. 32:8). In the book of Job we read of God’s 
almighty power over his creation: “He increaseth the nations, and 
destroyeth them: he enlargeth the nations, and straiteneth them again” 
(Job 12:23). And the whole book of the prophet Daniel expresses this 
truth very plainly. 

Let us examine some of the lessons the above text from the book of 
Acts affords us. 

1.God has made the whole universe. 

2.In the context of the created universe God has also created 
nations, a great diversity of nations. This diversity reflects the 
diversity of the Trinity, One God, three Persons. 

3.These nations all have a common origin. All the nations the 
world has known and will ever know take their origin from one 
blood, from a single man, Adam, from a single family, that of 

Noah. This fact of the unity of the human race is confirmed by 

all that modern medical science has taught us of human physiol- 

ogy and of physical anthropology. Within the human species 
there is a basic unity. In this reality of the common bond of the 
human race we see a reflection in God’s creation of the funda- 
mental unity of the Triune Creator: three Persons, Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit, but one God. 

4.More than this. Just as God sustains our very life moment by 
moment - in him we live, and move, and have our being - and 
sustains all men and every society constantly by his over-arch- 
ing Providence - he giveth to all life and breath and all things - in 
the same way God directs in a concrete and comprehensive way 
the birth, life and death of all nations. God establishes and 
constantly governs the two dimensions - space and time - in 
which all nations exist. It is God, through his almighty Provi- 
dence directing every aspect of human and cosmic history, who 
determines for all nations the times before appointed and the 
bounds of their habitation. 
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What this means is that the geographic and historical boundaries 
of all nations are established, not by men and the apparently arbitrary 
vagaries of human history, but by God’s sovereign decree. Thus God 
decides on the rise, the decline and the disappearance of nations. It is 
the Almighty who establishes for each nation its frontiers and the 
variations of its territory. Hence the existence and the very boundaries 
of a particular nation have an almost sacred character in the sight of 
their Creator. Their modification is ultimately an act of God. Through 
the actions of men held by God entirely accountable for all their deeds, 
these boundaries will in time inevitably change. Particular nations 
may disappear and others emerge but, in the final account, it is God 
himself who decides the times appointed for each nation and the 
bounds of their habitation. Thus, like the family, the nation is an 
institution established by God. Calvin had a remarkable understand- 
ing of such a Providential vision of history. In his commentary on this 
passage in Acts, we read: 

But there is no doubt that Paul first of all showed that 
men are placed here, as in a theatre, to be spectators of 
the works of God, that he then spoke about the providence 
of God, that reveals itself in the whole government of the 
world. For when he says that God ‘determines their previ- 
ously appointed seasons and the bounds of their habita- 
tion,’ he means that this world is ruled by His hand and 
purpose, and, on the other hand, that human affairs are 
not turned by chance, as profane men fondly suppose. ... 
We now see that just as there are in a camp, separate lines 
for each platoon and section, so men are placed on the 
earth, so that each nation may be content with its own 
boundaries, and that each man may live in his own dwell- 
ing-house among his own people. Finally, although ambi- 
tion has been repeatedly rampant, and many, burning 
with a depraved greed, have crossed over their own bound- 
aries, yet the willfulness of men has never had the effect 
that God did not direct all events from his secret sanctu- 
ary. For even if by raising a tumult on the earth men seem 
to be attacking heaven, in order to overthrow the provi- 
dence of God, yet they are being forced, whether they like 
it or not, rather to establish it. Therefore let us realize 
that the world is turned through different cycles of up- 
heavals, so that God may at last restore everything to the 
purpose He has appointed. 

The origin of the nations is already to be found in the Biblical 
narrative of the creation of Adam and Eve and, through them, of all 
mankind. It is to be found in the very first chapter of the Bible: 

And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our 
likeness: and let them have dominion over the fish of the 
sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and 
over all the earth, and over every creeping thing upon the 
earth. 

So God created man in his own image, in the image of God 
created he him; male and female created he them. 
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And God blessed them, and God said unto them, Be fruit- 

ful, and multiply, and replenish the earth and subdue it: 

and have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the 

fowl of the air, and over every living thing that moveth 

upon the earth. (Genesis 1:26-28) 
God thus gave man dominion over the whole earth to subdue and 
cultivate it. In order to attain this purpose of civilizing the whole earth 
God ordered mankind to be fruitful, to multiply, to replenish (i.e. fill) 
the earth with the purpose of subduing it as the Creator’s vice regent, 
his royal administrator, his steward. Now the domination of the whole 
earth implicitly contained the establishment of families, of clans and, 
finally, of nations. For men are by nature finite (not omnipresent) and 
are created as social beings (not anarchic atoms). It is impossible in 
combining these two elements of dominion and occupation to avoid the 
establishment of local and limited communities which, in the long run, 
could only develop into families, clans and nations. Faithful obedience 
to God’s command to fill the whole earth and to subdue it leads 
inevitably to the constitution of peoples and nations, and this even 
without the existence of that supplementary element, provided later 
(at Babel), of the diversity of languages. 

We thus find this fundamental order given at creation repeated 
after the flood in almost the same terms as in Genesis 1. After the flood 
we read, “And God blessed Noah and his sons, and said unto them, Be 
fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth” (Genesis 9:1). In the 
compliance with this divine commandment lies the origin of the na- 
tions described in chapter 10 of the book of Genesis.* Thus the divinely 
ordered cultivation of the unsubdued earth and its colonization into 
various nations dates from the time when Noah and his three sons, 
Shem, Ham and Japheth left the ark with their respective families and 
began to spread out in different directions from the region of Mount 
Ararat. The human domination over God’s creation, domination in 
conformity to God’s beneficial commandments, is a God imposed duty. 
Mankind’s spreading out in all directions led to the development of the 
diverse families and clans that were to lead the various nations de- 
scribed in Genesis 10, and this even before the temporary reversal of 
the centralizing trend marked by the building of the Tower of Babel. 

The table of the nations included in the tenth chapter of Genesis 
shows clearly what elements are included in the constitution of nations 
by God through the working of human action in space (geography) and 
time (history). In verse five we read: “By these (the sons of Japheth) 
were the isles of the Gentiles (nations) divided in their lands; every one 
after his tongue, after their families, in their nations” (Genesis 10:5). 
This same declaration is almost exactly repeated in verse 20: “These 
were the sons of Ham, after their families, after their tongues, in their 
countries, and in their nations” (Genesis 10:20). Looking ahead, it is of 
the greatest interest to find that an almost identical description of the 
elements necessary for the constitution of a nation is to be found in the 
book of Revelation. There we read: “And they sung a new song, saying, 
Thou art worthy to take the book, and to open the seals thereof: for 
thou wast slain, and hast redeemed us to God by thy blood out of every 
kindred (family), and tongue, and people and nation” (Revelation 5:9). 
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And again: “After this I beheld, and, lo, a great multitude, which no 
man could number, of all nations, and kindreds, and peoples, and 
tongues, stood before the Lamb, clothed with white robes, and palms in 
their hands” (Revelation 7:9). But more of this later! Chapter 10 of 
Genesis concludes thus: “These are the families of the sons of Noah, 
after their generations, in their nations; and by these were the nations 
divided in the earth after the flood” (Genesis 10:32). 

These brief texts bring together all the elements which are used by 
God in varying proportions for the constitution of nations in space and 
time. We can here discern four explicit elements as well as a fifth 
factor less explicitly mentioned but which is the cement holding to- 
gether a nation. These are the five essential factors involved in the 
constitution of nations: lands: the geographical elements; tongues: the 
linguistic element (this element came into play only after the construc- 
tion of the tower of Babel); families: the racial, hereditary or atavistic 
element; nations: the political element; and finally, that element which 
provided the indispensable social cement without which no nation can 
subsist, the generations mentioned in verse 32. The latter represents 
that rallying point, that common ancestor of every nation, that figure 
(real or mythical) with whom each family, clan or nation can identify 
itself and in whom they all find the historical foundation for their 
collective loyalty and unity. This becomes quite clear when we examine 
the way different types of terms are intermingled in this list of the 
seventy original nations of which mankind was originally constituted. 
What we see is that with the names of common ancestors, who became 
the founding fathers of the different nations, are mingled those of 
families, clans, peoples and finally nations. It is also clear that the 
constitution of the nations began, as verse 32 shows, with the families 
of Noah. It was only with the development of time that these families 
and clans became fully fledged nations. 

Now we know from history that it is not necessary for all the 
elements latent in Genesis 10 to be present together for the constitu- 
tion of a nation. The only absolutely indispensable element here is that 
of common bond personified in the figure of a common ancestor. This is 
what often makes the definition of what constitutes a nation so diffi- 
cult. 

Some nations exist without a geographic base, as the Jewish 
people have done for countless generations. Others have the same 
language and origin but no political unity, as do most of the English- 
speaking nations, Australia, New Zealand, the United States, Great 
Britain, Canada, or the Spanish-speaking nations of South America 
and Spain itself. Others exist spread out over different political na- 
tions, as do the Basques, the Armenians, the Kurds or the Palestinians 
as well as many African nations arbitrarily divided in the nineteenth 
century by the geographic colonial ambitions of the European Empires. 
Other nations, like the United States or South Africa, have no common 
racial heritage. 

A state like Switzerland, for example, can constitute a solid politi- 
cal community without a common language, with a dislocated geogra- 
phy opening it up to every point of the compass, with no unity of 
religion, with a great diversity of political loyalties (a confederation of 
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23 independent nations!) but with a political unity and, above all, a 
very strong common loyalty which has endured for over 700 years. The 
bond of unity lay essentially in the common interest. ... The spirit of 
the nation has been throughout its history that of medieval 
Christendom, one of unity and diversity, unity of Faith, diversity of 
nations, customs and languages. ... But ... if the spiritual and historical 
texture of the country gradually deteriorates due to historical amnesia 
and national apostasy - as is the case today - then very strong disrup- 
tive elements can rapidly come into play with catastrophic results. ... 
The present precarious situation of Switzerland shows, as always, that 
it is not possible for long to go against the clear affirmations of Scrip- 
ture without paying the dire price for every breach of God’s covenant: 

The heathen (nations!) are sunk down in the pit that they 

made: in the net which they hid is their own foot taken. 

The Lord is known by the judgment which he executeth: 

the wicked is snared in the work of his own hands... The 

wicked shall be turned into hell, and all the nations that 

forget God. For the needy shall not alway be forgotten: 

the expectation of the poor shall not perish for ever. Arise, 

o Lord; let not man prevail: let the heathen (nations!) be 

judged in thy sight. Put them in fear, O Lord: that the 

nations may know themselves to be but men. Psalm 9:15- 

lyf. 

The recently deceased Yugoslav Federation presents a very differ- 
ent picture. This relatively recent federation of nations was arbitrarily 
created by the Treaty of Versailles signed by the victorious powers at 
the end of the first World War over the dead body of the Austro- 
Hungarian Empire. ... It is clear that when men meddle in the constitu- 
tion or in the dissolution of nations, for ideological reasons (as was the 
case in 1919 and also during the past three years), or simply out of 
misplaced ambition, they usurp God’s role and produce untold havoc. ... 
The result of foolish human geopolitical manipulation and nationalistic 
idolatry is measured in untold human suffering. 

But is this not indeed what the Bible tells us to expect in a 
radically fallen world? “And ye shall hear of wars and rumours of wars: 
see that ye be not troubled: for all these things must come to pass, but 
the end is not yet. For nation shall rise against nation, and kingdom 
against kingdom: and there shall be famines, and pestilences, and 
earthquakes, in divers places. All these things are the beginning of 
sorrows” (Matthew 24:6-8). 

For nations can fall into two complementary and equally danger- 
ous evils: idolatrous nationalism, and equally idolatrous internation- 
alism. The idolatry of the nation leads to a desire to dominate and to 
crush other nations. Imperial international domination is universally 
condemned by Scripture where it is symbolized by the beast of the 
books of Daniel and of Revelation. This national (or international) 
imperialism is a frequent feature in human history. French revolution- 
ary nationalism nourished the imperial ambitions of Napoleon. The 
fanatic nationalism of Nazi Germany nourished Hitler’s dreams of a 
Third Reich, a millennial empire. Russian panslavic mystical nation- 
alism nourished the insane ambitions of world domination of Soviet 
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communism. British jingo nationalism played an important role in the 
constitution of the British Empire. International utopianism and rabid 
humanitarianism are the fires warming the totally unrealistic ambi- 
tions of those working towards a so-called New World Order. 

Both internationalism - the contempt for the very idea of the 
nation - and nationalism - the contempt for all nations except one’s own 
- are equally idolatrous, equally in opposition to the divinely estab- 
lished international ordering of human society made up of a great 
variety of autonomous nations. And just as all efforts to destroy the 
Church are, in the long run, doomed to fail, just as all ambitions to 
disintegrate the God ordained family are bound never to be finally 
successful; in the same way all attempts to get rid of the historical and 
geographical reality of the nations will fail. For all such projects 
destructive of God’s creational order find themselves face to face with 
the irresistible might of the Creator and Sustainer of the Church, the 
family and the nations. These three basic institutions — the family, 
the Church and the nation — are the Biblical, inescapable and inde- 
structible elements of God’s creational order which knows nothing of 
our impotent international anarchy or of our brutal nationalistic indi- 
vidualism. 


(To be continued) 
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